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Table 1. Summary statistics, graduation measures 
Fed Rate AFGR BCR-8 BCR-9 CPI 
Minimum 32.5% 31.5% 34.7% 23.9% 23.4% 
Maximum 85.2% 90.0% 98.3% 96.8% 98.3% 
Median 59.6% 67.1% 71.8% 58.5% 62.3% 
Mean 60.1% 66.6% 71.0% 58.5% 62.2% 
SD 8.2% 9.5% 10.9% 10.6% 11.7% 
	
Table 2. Correlation matrix, graduation measures 
Fed Rate AFGR BCR-8 BCR-9 
AFGR .77 
BCR-8 .70 .92 
BCR-9 .75 .94 .78 
CPI .61 .71 .66 .68 
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Figure 1. Proxy measures vs. federal graduation rate. Each panel shows the bivariate distribution 










Table 3. Summary statistics, residual error of graduation measures 
AFGR BCR-8 BCR-9 CPI 
Minimum -17% -10% -31% -36% 
Maximum 25% 38% 25% 42% 
Median 6% 11% -2% 2% 
Mean 7% 11% -2% 2% 
SD 6% 8% 7% 9% 
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Discussion	
This	paper	analyzes	the	performance	of	commonly‐used	proxy	measures	with	the	
first	public	release	of	multiple	years	of	graduation	rates	using	the	new	federal	definition	
that	requires	longitudinal	tracking.	In	general,	the	proxy	measures	perform	poorly,	with	
two	clearly‐biased	measures	(AFGR	and	BCR‐8),	and	with	all	measures	having	no	better	
than	moderate	correlations	with	the	new	federal	rate.		
At	least	using	the	data	available	for	Florida	from	the	state	department	of	education	
and	the	Common	Core	of	Data,	all	researchers’	attempts	to	improve	on	a	basic	quasicohort	
rate	with	administrative	data	(BCR‐9)	have	resulted	in	measures	that	are	either	more	
biased,	or	with	lower	correlations	with	the	federal	rates,	or	both.	Several	measures	
available	using	population	data,	to	adjust	for	migration,	have	more	promise,	but	these	
measures	are	not	available	at	the	school	or	district	level	(Warren	&	Halpern‐Manners,	
2009).	The	conclusion	is	sobering	but	perhaps	expected:	you	cannot	measure	your	
longitudinal	graduation	rate	until	you	do	so,	and	one	should	not	accept	any	substitute,	no	
matter	how	attractive.		
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